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From: Lipeles. Maxine

To: Meyer, Jonathan

Subject: Labadie SO2 Designation

Date: Thursday, July 07, 2016 2:28:08 PM
Attachments: 2016-07-06_FOIA_Rast.pdf

2016-04-29 Ameren_Rebuttal Comments.pdf

Jonathan,

Late yesterday, | submitted the attached FOIA request to both Region 7 and Headquarters. | have
since realized that Ameren’s comments dated April 29, 2016 (requested in item #2) are posted at
regulations.gov in the Round Two designations docket. However, while Ameren’s comments were
accompanied by Appendices A-D, the content of Appendix D is not available on regulations.gov.
Attached is a copy of Ameren’s April 29, 2016 comments as downloaded from regulations.gov. The
last page states that “On behalf of Ameren, AECOM provided EPA with the updated modeling data
as a separate submission concurrent with this letter.”

| believe that the modeling data submitted by/on behalf of Ameren as Appendix D to the posted
comment letter should be publicly available now, and that we should not have to wait until our FOIA
request is processed before obtaining that data.

Please let me know how the modeling data in Appendix D will be made available to the public.

Thanks.
Maxine

Maxine I. Lipeles

Director, Interdisciplinary Environmental Clinic
Senior Lecturer in Law

Washington University School of Law

One Brookings Drive — Campus Box 1120

St. Louis, MO 63130

314-935-5837 (office); 314-935-5171 (fax)
milipele@wustl.edu

b% please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
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July 6, 2016

National Freedom of Information Officer
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW (2822T)
Washington, DC 20460

Regional Freedom of Information Officer
U.S. EPA, Region 7

11201 Renner Boulevard

Lenexa, KS 66219

Submitted via FOlAonline

RE: Freedom of Information Act Request — 2010 Sulfur Dioxide Air Quality Designation
Regarding the Labadie Energy Center in Franklin County, Missouri (EPA-HQ-OAR02014-0464)

To FOIA Officers at EPA Headquarters and Region 7:

On behalf of Sierra Club, we request the following documents pursuant to the Freedom of
Information Act. We are submitting this request to both EPA Headquarters (including the Office
of Air Quality Planning and Standards) and Region 7 because the documents pertain to a
decision that was announced by EPA as a national ly-applicable rulemaking and focus
specifically on asource in Region 7. We believe that national and regional EPA personnel
created, reviewed, or received documents responsive to this FOIA request.

For purposes of this request, the term “documents” includes, but is not limited to, memoranda,
notes, correspondence, e-mails, reports, studies, agreements, inspection reports, modeling data,
modeling analyses, monitoring data, permits, and other information. This request does not
include EPA’s Final Rule, Response to Comments, and other documents posted at
https.//www.epa.gov/sul fur-dioxide-des gnati ons/epa-compl etes-second-round-sul fur-dioxide-

designations.

1. All documentsinvolving communications with the Missouri Department of Natural
Resources (“MDNR?”) regarding the 2010 Sulfur Dioxide Air Quality Designation for the
Labadie Energy Center in Franklin County, Missouri (“Labadie SO, designation”) since
February 16, 2016, excluding the April 19, 2016 letter from MDNR (KyraMoore) to
EPA Region 7 (Mark Hague) and Attachments 1-3 submitted therewith.

2. All documents involving communications with Ameren Missouri (“Ameren”) regarding
the Labadie SO> designation since February 16, 2016, excluding the comments and
exhibits submitted by Ameren on March 31, 2016, and including but not limited to model
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(314) 935-7238, FAX: (314) 935-5171; www.law.wustl.edu







EPA’s National and Region 7 FOIA Officers
July 6, 2016

Page2of 4

runs and related documents provided by Ameren to EPA after March 31, 2016 (including
but not limited to April 29, 2016 and May 2, 2016).

3. All documentsinvolving internal EPA communications, including but not limited to
communications between EPA Region 7 and EPA Headquarters (including but not
limited to the Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards) regarding modeling related
to the Labadie SO, designation.

4. All documents involving communications between EPA and any person or entity,
including but not limited to elected or appointed government officials, companies, trade
associations, and non-profit organizations but not including MDNR, Ameren, or Sierra
Club, regarding the Labadie SO designation. This request does not include comments or
documents posted at regulations.gov for Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0464.

5. All documents (including but not limited to evaluations or calculations by EPA)
involving the effects on modeled design values of correcting Ameren’s 2015 exit velocity
error for Labadie Energy Center merged Units 3 and 4.

6. All documents regarding modeling runs conducted by EPA that pertain to the Labadie
SO» designation.

7. All documents regarding EPA’s analysis or evaluation of Ameren’s Northwest and
Valley monitors near the Labadie Energy Center.

On behalf of Sierra Club, we request afee waiver under FOIA. Sierra Club plays an active role
in seeking to protect the environment and public health in Missouri and el sewhere across the
nation. It is anon-profit organization that serves as a source of public education and awareness
through direct connection with the public and through work with other organizations. Disclosure
of the requested information isin the public interest because it is likely to contribute significantly
to public understanding of the operations and activities of the government and Sierra Club has no
commercial interest in the requested information. For the reasons set forth below, Sierra Club
satisfies the EPA’s criteria for a FOIA fee waiver as set forth in 40 C.F.R. §2.107(1)(2) and (3):

(2)(1) “Whether the subject of the requested records concerns ‘the operations or
activities of the government.””

The requested records were obtained or generated by the EPA, afederal agency, during
the course of its implementation of the 2010 sulfur dioxide National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (“2010 SO> NAAQS”) promulgated by EPA pursuant to the federal Clean Air
Act.

(2)(i1) “Whether the disclosureis ‘likely to contribute’ to an understanding of
government operations or activities.”
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The requested documents will be meaningful to Sierra Club, its members, and members
of the public, who are concerned about air pollution and public health in Missouri. Sierra
Club posts information on its websites, http://www.sierraclub.org/missouri and
http://content.sierraclub.org/coal/missouri and in its newsletters, and participatesin
community forums and public hearings regarding the Ameren Missouri Labadie plant and
itsimpacts on air pollution and public health. Sierra Club provides information to the
public regarding the impacts of power plants on air quality and public health. The public
benefits from Sierra Club’s access to these requested documents by being able to review
and understand the data and anal yses regarding the impacts of Ameren Missouri’s
Labadie plant on air quality in the region and regarding the implementation of the 2010
SO2> NAAQS set by EPA under the Clean Air Act.

(2)(iii) “Whether disclosure of the requested information will contribute to ‘public
understanding.””’

Sierra Club works in partnership with other organizations and with the assistance of the
Interdisciplinary Environmental Clinic to understand the significance of the requested
documents and convey the information in understandabl e terms to the general public.
Sierra Club has played and will continue to play an active role in educating the public
about the implementation of the 2010 SO, NAAQS in Missouri.

(2)(iv) “Whether the disclosureislikely to contribute ‘significantly’ to public
under standing of government operations or activities.”

Ameren Missouri’s Labadie plant isthe largest in the state and one of the largest in the
nation. It isthe largest source of sulfur dioxide pollution in the state and the by far the
largest coal plant nationwide operating without pollution controls for its sulfur dioxide
emissions. The public in the St. Louis region has become increasingly concerned about
the air pollution impacts of the Labadie plant, and has many questions about the EPA’s
decision to designate the area around Labadie as unclassifiable in contrast to its intended
decision to designate it as nonattainment. Access to EPA’s public records will play akey
role in assisting the public to understand this complex issue. Sierra Club is dedicated to
environmental protection and conducts regular and varied activities to disseminate
relevant information to the public.

(3)(1) ““The existence and magnitude of a commercial interest.”

And

(3)(ii) “Theprimary interest in disclosure.”

Sierra Club isa501(c)(4) not-for-profit public interest organization and has no
commercia or economic interest in the requested documents. Sierra Club’s missionisto

explore, enjoy, and protect the planet, including to educate and enlist humanity to protect
and restore the quality of the nature and human environment.
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We hope this demonstrates that Sierra Club is entitled to afee waiver with respect to this FOIA
request.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the processing of this request.

Sincerely yours,

1Y) e 0. m
Maxinel. Lipeles

Director, Interdisciplinary Environmental Clinic
Washington University School of Law

One Brookings Drive— CB 1120

St. Louis, MO 63130

314-935-5837 (office); 314-935-5171 (fax)
milipele@wustl.edu

Attorney for Sierra Club
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April 29, 2016

The Honorable Gina McCarthy, Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

EPA Docket Center

Mailcode 28221T

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20460

Re: Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-0AR-2014-0464
EPA Responses to Certain State Designation Recommendations for the
2010 Sulfur Dioxide National Ambient Air Quality Standard: Notice of
Availability and Public Comment Period — Response to April 19, 2016 Public
Comments of Sierra Club

Dear Madam:

We respond to late filed comments submitted by the Sierra Club regarding modeling runs
performed by AECOM on behalf of Ameren Missouri (“Ameren”) in connection with the United States’
Environmental Protection Agency's (“EPA") proposed designations for the 2010 1-hour SO2 NAAQS for
the Labadie Energy Center in Frankiin County, Missouri (“Labadie”). On April 19, 2016, the
Interdisciplinary Environmental Clinic for the Washington University in St. Louis School of Law submitted
a de facto public comment letter to the Missouri Departiment of Natural Resources ("MDNR"), EFPA Region
7 and the EPA Docket. EPA Region 7 has advised Ameren that it has reviewed the Sierra Club’s late-filed
comments. Ameren believes it is imporiant that EPA is provided with a fair and accurate representation
of Ameren’s modeling submitted as part of its March 31, 2016, public comments, and that Sierra Club's
numerous misstatements and unsubstantiated accusations be directly addressed and refuted. As further
detailed in the attached documents, Ameren responds to the Sierra Club submittal.

We will be happy to discuss our comments and any issues raised by them with you at your
convenience.

Yours very truly,

Steven C. Whitworth
Senior Director
Environmental Policy and Analysis

1901 Chouteau Avenue  : ; ¢
PO Box 66149, MC 602 St. Louis, MO 63166-6149 : Ameren.com








Ameren Missouri’s Response to Sierra Club’s April 19, 2016, Public Comment on Modeling
Submitted in Ameren Missouri’s March 31, 2016 Public Comment on EPA’s Proposed Area
Boundary Recommendation for the 2010 1-Hour SO2 NAAQS for the Labadie Energy Center

April 29, 2016

EPA Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0464

Ameren Missouri (“Ameren”) responds to late filed comments submitted by the
Sierra Club' regarding modeling runs performed by AECOM on behalf of Ameren in connection
with the United States’ Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA”) proposed designations for
the 2010 1-hour SO2 National Ambient Air Quality Standard (“NAAQS”) for the Labadie Energy
Center in Franklin County, Missouri (“Labadie”). EPA Region 7 has advised Ameren that it has
reviewed the Sierra Club’s late-filed comments. Ameren believes it is important that EPA is
provided with a fair and accurate representation of Ameren’s modeling submitted as part of its
March 31, 2016, public comments, and that Sierra Club’s numerous misstatements and
unsubstantiated accusations be directly addressed and refuted.

Therefore, as further detailed herein, Ameren responds as follows:

1. Updated site-specific SO2 monitoring data encompassing a period of nearly 12
months provided with this comment continues to show actual air quality well-
below the 2010 SO2 NAAQS. Sierra Club itself acknowledges that Ameren’s
monitors indicate attainment.

2. Ameren and AECOM did update the AERMET meteorological data used in the
2016 AERMOD modeling that characterized SO2 concentrations for the latest
three years (2013-2015). Updated data was used to more accurately reflect
month-to-month and year-to-year variations in surface characteristics. Sierra
Club’s accusations of data manipulation on the part of AECOM are insulting and
meritless. In fact, the 2016 modeling improved the accuracy and
representativeness of the data.

3. AECOM'’s use of monthly snow cover assignments for AERMET is entirely
consistent with EPA guidance and regulation. Moreover, snow cover is not
determinative of attainment of the 2010 SO2 NAAQS for Labadie. Nonetheless,
AECOM reran the modeling in a sensitivity analysis with daily (in place of monthly)
snow cover assignments to address concerns of Sierra Club. The revised modeling
continues to demonstrate attainment contrary to unsubstantiated claims by Sierra
Club.

1 On April 19, 2016, the Interdisciplinary Environmental Clinic for the Washington University in
St. Louis School of Law submitted a de facto public comment letter to the Missouri Department
of Natural Resources (“MDNR"), EPA Region 7 and the EPA Docket (“April Comment”)







Emissions from Units 3 and 4 exit a common stack and, consistent with EPA
guidance, should be merged for modeling purposes. Modeling of merged flues
accounts for any differences in flow rates and/or exit velocities between Unit 3
and Unit 4. Sierra Club’s concerns are, therefore, inapposite. Moreover, the
Missouri Department of Natural Resources (“MDNR”) recently supported the use
of merged stacks for Units 3 and 4 in its 120-day letter to EPA.

Ameren used correct stack temperatures in its AERMOD modeling. There is no
appreciable decrease in flue gas temperature between the data points used by
AECOM and flue gas temperature at the stack exit. In fact, Ameren’s modeling
conservatively ignores variables such as heat of condensation due to stack gas
moisture that would have resulted in higher stack temperatures and, accordingly,
even lower modeled SO2 ambient concentrations.

There was an inadvertent error in AECOM’s determination of 2015 exit velocities
for Labadie Units 3 and 4 as submitted on March 31, 2016 (exit velocities from
Units 3 and 4 were added rather than averaged between the units). AECOM has
corrected the modeling with this follow-up submittal. Labadie continues to model
well in attainment of the 2010 SO2 NAAQS.

Sierra Club’s remaining complaints are baseless. First, outages regularly occur at
Labadie and all other power plants in the nation. Outages cannot, and do not,
undermine the validity of Ameren’s modeling data. Second, Ameren is irrefutably
located in a rural setting. A rural background monitor is most representative of
actual conditions and agrees well with site-specific monitoring at Labadie. Finally,
Ameren is contractually committed to burn ultra-low sulfur coal at Labadie and
should be applauded by both Sierra Club and EPA for the resulting environmental
improvements, as reflected in Ameren’s updated 2013-2015 modeling
demonstrating attainment of the 2010 SO2 NAAQS.

Each of these points is further discussed, in turn, below.

1. Monitoring Data Continues to Demonstrate Attainment of the 2010 SO2 NAAQS.

As a threshold matter, the Sierra Club concedes that monitoring data collected to-date
reflects that the actual air quality complies with 2010 SO2 NAAQS.”> Rather than celebrate that
result, the Sierra Club instead argues that emission projections from a computer model using
non-site specific default assumptions is seemingly more reliable. Of course, if that were the

2 See Sierra Club’s March 31, 2016, Public Comment on EPA’s Designation Recommendations
for Labadie the 2010 SO2 NAAQS, at Appendix C (page 13) (“For the 8-month period ending in
December 2015, neither the Valley nor the Northwest monitor recorded any 1-hour SO2
concentrations above the NAAQS.”) (emphasis added).

-2-







case, then the air samples collected by the monitors would reflect violations of the 2010 SO2
NAAQS. They do not. Instead, the monitored data shows actual SO2 concentrations far below
the 2010 SO2 NAAQS.

2. The Differences Between Modeling Results Submitted in September 2015 and March 2016
Reflect the Incorporation of More Accurate and Representative Meteorological Data.

In Table 1 of Sierra Club’s April Comment, Sierra Club presents that modeling results for
years 2013 and 2014 were lower in Ameren’s modeling submitted as part of its March 2016
public comment. Sierra Club claims that this proves that Ameren’s consultant, AECOM, made
“clever” and “significant” changes to its modeling runs beyond using emissions data from 2013-
2015 rather than 2012-2014, and that these changes were made to “achieve a desired
outcome” and “were not clearly disclosed so they wouldn’t be closely scrutinized.” Although
Sierra Club itself may approach modeling by making changes to “achieve a desired outcome,”
national expert Robert Paine and AECOM certainly do not. To assault the reputation of Mr.
Paine and AECOM without any substantiation whatsoever is not only troubling but reckless.

Putting the professional insults aside, without having the Sierra Club’s modeling files
available for review, we cannot easily review the basis for their results in Table 1. AECOM did
not, however, focus upon manipulating results for two of the three years (2013 and 2014) that
are noted in Table 1. Instead, AECOM conducted a straightforward 3-year modeling analysis for
2013-2015. In the 2015 modeling, which involved years 2012-2014, AECOM used the
meteorological data files prepared by MDNR. Upon subsequent review in 2016, Ameren and
AECOM found that MDNR’s meteorological data files did not adequately address month-to-
month and year-to-year variations in surface characteristics, including snow cover. EPA’s Office
of Air Quality Planning & Standards (“EPA OAQPS”) agrees that it is more accurate for AERMOD
modeling conducted recently by AECOM to consider temporal changes on a monthly and yearly
basis in surface characteristics rather than assuming that seasonal or even monthly
characteristics are the same every year.

Therefore, when AECOM prepared the modeling submitted in 2016, they applied their
standard modeling approach® with the above-noted adjustments to surface characteristics
(month-to-month and year-to-year) consistently to the 3-year modeled period (2013-2015).
There was no attempt or effort to determine the effect of these refinements on modeling
outcomes; rather, the adjusted surface characteristic data were applied in a consistent manner
to more correctly and representatively incorporate accurate meteorological data in the
modeling.

3 AECOM uses month-to-month and year-to-year variations in surface characteristics for all
current modeling that it performs, not simply for Ameren’s Labadie plant.
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3. The Use of Monthly Show Cover is Appropriate and Supportable and Does Not Have a
Significant Impact on Modeling Results.

The Sierra Club’s additional critique of AECOM’s use of monthly snow cover in its
meteorological data is similarly misguided.

First, the use of monthly snow cover values is an accepted practice by both EPA and
various state agencies. In AECOM'’s recent communications with the EPA Office of Air Quality
Planning & Standards, EPA confirmed that it has no specific guidance governing the method or
protocol for selecting snow coverage for annual or monthly surface characteristics for
AERSURFACE or AERMET. Instead, EPA agreed that modelers have the discretion to apply
monthly continuous snow cover values and that such an approach is not only appropriate but
more accurate than other options including using seasonal characteristics (i.e., continuous
coverage for an entire winter season) for the meteorological data. Thus, AECOM’s use of
monthly snow covers in Ameren’s 2015 and 2016 modeling was both appropriate and
conservative.

Further, AECOM’s experience with various states and EPA regions is that variability in
snow coverage does not usually have a large influence on the modeling results. A draft Region
5 Protocol does not constitute formal agency guidance much less a regulatory requirement. In
fact, the AERMOD model allows the modeler to select from a range of options: seasonal,
monthly daily or no snow cover. The use of monthly snow coverage is a reasonable and
appropriate method of estimation, and is consistent with the approach adopted in many states.
For example, in a recent modeling application in lllinois, AECOM was directed by the Illinois EPA
to change the assignment for a month with less than 50% of the days with snow cover from no
snow cover to full snow cover. Despite use of a monthly snow cover assignment, the increased
snow coverage had no effect on the modeling results. Accordingly, because changes in snow
generally cover have minimal effect on modeling results, Ameren’s use of meteorological data
with month snow coverage inputs was reasonable.

Nonetheless, to debunk Sierra Club’s concerns, AECOM conducted new distinct
modeling runs that utilized snow cover on a monthly basis (already submitted on March 31,
2016, but updated with this submittal with corrected exit velocities) and on a daily basis (using
data from a reporting snow cover site closest to the Labadie plant in St. Peters, Missouri).*
AECOM implemented this approach by running the AERMET pre-processor with both no snow
cover and full snow cover (for months of January, February, March, November, and December),
and then taking the appropriate data from the “SURFACE” file for each day. The modeling
results for this set of runs are provided in discussions later in this document. See, infra, Section
6.

* Further details from AECOM on the review and processing of the snow cover data are
provided in a modeling archive, attached to this letter as Appendix A.







4. The Use of Merged Flues at Labadie Units 3 and 4 is Supported by Fact and Consistent with
EPA Guidance.

The flue gases from Units 3 and 4 exit adjacent to one another within a single, merged
stack. In prior comments (provided in Ameren’s March 31, 2016 public comment), Ameren
demonstrated at length that EPA Guidance clearly supports the merging of flue gases from
adjacent emission points located within a single stack. Significantly, MDNR recently concurred
(as has, notably, EPA Region 7) that the use of merged stacks for Units 3 and 4 were
appropriate:

Two EPA Model Clearinghouse Information Storage and Retrieval System records
(MCHISRS), 91-11-01 2and 96-V-103 describe situations in which multiple
stacks/flues were allowed to be treated/modeled as a single source. Units 3 and
4 at Labadie are vented through two flues contained in a singular outer annulus
or stack. This fits the description in the records of a multi- flued stack that could
be treated as a single source. In addition, EPA Region VIl has indicated that
treating the flues as one stack is reasonable for designation purposes in order to
approximate actual dispersion conditions.

See Letter from Kyra L. Moore, Director, MDNR to Mark Hague, Acting Regional Administrator,
EPA Region 7, Response to EPA’s proposed area designations (April 19, 2016), at Attachment 1
(emphasis added).

Unable to refute EPA’s guidance, Sierra Club notes that the “actual” flue gas velocities
from Units 3 and 4 could be different. This is inapposite. In all cases, the modeling of the
merged flues combines and preserves the total flow rates (in actual cubic feet per hour, not
“standard” cubic feet per hour) and emission rates. Therefore, when only one of the two units
is operating, the flow rate for that one unit is represented appropriately in the combined value.

5. Flue Gas Temperature Does Not Appreciably Change in the Stack and Ameren’s Modeling
Did Not Utilize Inflated Stack Temperatures.

In Sierra Club’s March 31, 2016 public comment addressing Labadie (reasserted by
Sierra Club in their April Comment, see pg. 2), Sierra Club alleged that Ameren used artificially
inflated stack temperatures because the temperature is measured part way up the stack.
Contrary to Sierra Club’s contention, no significant temperature decrease occurs in the stack.
Indeed, the flues for all four Labadie units are insulated. Flue gas spends a mere 3-4 seconds
from the time of measurement to exit from the stack. Therefore, considering the flues are
insulated and the stack flow is constrained, the change in temperature from the measurement
point to stack exit is negligible.

Ameren further notes that its modeling is, in fact, overly conservative with respect to

flue gas temperature. The modeling did not account for the additional heating due to
condensation of water vapor in the plume that can be seen sometimes, especially on winter
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days. Without the additional plume rise, the modeled resutls are conservatively high. In future
modeling exercises, Ameren may choose to address this issue with more refined approaches,
but this factor is yet another example of why the modeling results overstate the predicted
concentrations.

6. Ameren’s AERMOD Modeling Continues to Demonstrate Attainment After Correcting the
Inadvertent Error in the 2015 Exit Velocities at Labadie Units 3 and 4.

Ameren appreciates Sierra Club’s identification of a minor and inadvertent error in
AECOM'’s calculation of the 2015 exit velocities used for Labadie Units 3 and 4. The error was
the result of adding rathering that averaging the exit velocities from Units 3 and 4. Importantly,
however, and contrary to Sierra Club’s allegation, the error does not have a significant impact
on Ameren’s attainment modeling of the 2010 SO2 NAAQS at Labadie. AECOM reviewed the
entirety of Ameren’s 2016 modeling data and confirmed that the inadvertant error in its
calculation of the combined 2015 exit velocity value impacts only Units 3 and 4.

AECOM has rerun the AERMOD models with the corrected 2015 exit velocities. In
addition, AECOM incorporated into this updated modeling additional modeling runs that
address both monthly snow cover (as submitted on March 31, 2016) and the daily assignments
of snow cover, as discussed above. For reference, the AERMOD modeling used the following
parameters, all of which are approrpiate and in accordance with applicable law and guidance:

e AERMOD version 15181 with both default and low wind (ADJ_U* and
LOWWIND3) options;

e Meteorological data sets from the Jefferson City, MO airport data;

e Merged flues for Labadie units 3 and 4; and

e Nilwood, lllinois background concentrations.®

The results of the modeling with updated 2015 exit velocities for combined Labadie Units 3 and
4 (as well as the use of daily snow cover) are provided in Table 1. AECOM is providing EPA with
the updated modeling data as a separate submission concurrent with this letter (Appendix D).

> Ameren reasserts that use of the Jefferson City, Missouri airport meteorolgoical data is
appropriate and supported by the fact that the wind rose data for Jefferson City more closely
matches Labadie historical tall-tower data. Moreover, Ameren notes that MDNR similarly
prefered the Jefferson City because MDNR determined that it better reflected the surface
characteristics of Labadie.

® Ameren reasserts that the use of background concentrations from Nilwood, Illinois is
appropriate and supported by the fact that the concentrations compare well with actual 2015
monitored data at two new SO2 ambient air monitor sites near Labadie. See “Labadie SO2
Background Determination,” Exhibit 14 to Ameren’s March 31, 2016 Public Comment on EPA’s
proposed designation for Labadie, EPA ID: EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0464.







Critically, all modeling runs and values are below the 2010 SO2 NAAQS of 196.5 ug/m?>.
Therefore, Ameren’s findings from its March 31, 2016, public comment regarding the impact of
the updated 2013-2015 data on modeling attainment of the 2010 SO2 NAAQS continues to be
supported with both modeling and monitoring. This is especially true with the use of AERMOD
low wind beta options for which additional supporting documentation has been provided in the
March 31, 2016 submittal to EPA.’

Table1: Comparison of Updated Modeling Results After Correcting for Exit Velocities

and Including Alternative Snow Cover Assignment to AERMOD Modeling

Submitted on March 31, 2016:

Modeling Results Submitted on March 31, 2016:

Modeled Design

Model Ambient Meteorological Concentration % of

Options Background Station 3 NAAQS
(ng/m’)

Default Nilwood, IL Jefferson City 171.1 87%

ADJ_U* and . . 0

LOWWIND3 Nilwood, IL Jefferson City 150.7 77%

Updated Modeling Results Changing Only 2015 Exit Velocities for Units 3 and 4:

Model Ambient Meteorological x;‘zl:iat:::;ggn %  of

Options Background Station 3 NAAQS
(ng/m’)

Default Nilwood, IL Jefferson City 177.5 90%

ADJ_U* and . . 0

LOWWIND3 Nilwood, IL Jefferson City 155.6 79%

Updated Modeling Results Changing Exit Velocities + Us

ing Daily Snow Cover Approach:

Modeled Design

Model Ambient Meteorological Concentration % of

Options Background Station NAAQS
P g (ug/m°)

Default Nilwood, IL Jefferson City 187.2 95%

ADJ_U* and . , o

LOWWIND3 Nilwood, IL Jefferson City 159.4 81%

" Ameren notes, however, that as reflected in Table 1, the use of AERMOD low wind beta

options is not necessary to model attainment.

the low wind options are most consistent with actual monitored values.
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7. Sierra Club’s remaining complaints are meritless.

a. Actual Emissions Data Used in Ameren’s Updated Modeling is Representative of
Normal Annual Operations.

Sierra Club claims that Ameren’s 2016 modeling is not representative because Labadie
experienced “substantial and unusual outages during both 2014 and 2015.” This is incorrect.
Like power and industrial plants across the nation, both planned and emergency outages occur
at Labadie on an annual basis.

Furthermore, Sierra Club’s suggestion to use substitute data of “normal operations”
during months where outages occurred is not supported by law, regulation or EPA guidance.
To substitute in “normal” emissions data (for which Sierra Club offers no means to determine)
without accounting for outage time would result in annual emissions data that is not
representative of actual operation and actual emissions impact.

b. The Use of Rural Background Monitors is Lawful and Representative of Actual
Conditions at Labadie.

Sierra Club’s objection to the use of rural background monitors is misplaced. See Sierra
Club April Comment, at 2. As Ameren explained at length in Section II.D. of its March 31, 2016,
public comment, background concentrations should be based upon a monitor located in a
location representative of actual conditions experienced at Labadie. Labadie is located in a
rural setting (see Franklin County land use map, attached as Appendix B), substantially similar
to the setting where the Nilwood background monitor is located. As Ameren previously noted
in its public comment, this is evidenced by the fact that the observed Labadie background
concentrations (approximately 4 ppb) closely mirror background concentrations observed at
the Nilwood monitor (approximately 5 ppb). Accordingly, it would be in error to base
background concentrations on a non-representative urban environment like the monitor from
East St. Louis.

c. Ameren is Committed to Burning Ultra-Low Sulfur Coal.

Sierra Club’s concern regarding Ameren’s ability to sustain use of ultra-low sulfur coal is
unsupported and meritless. As Ameren evidenced in its March 31, 2016 public comment,
Ameren entered into a long-term fuel purchase contract that guarantees the supply of ultra-low
sulfur coal through 2017, and allows for an extension through 2020. Ameren’s procurement
efforts are ongoing and its commitment to ultra-low sulfur coal as a compliance strategy is
unwavering. The Sierra Club’s opinions as to bankruptcy laws and business restructuring
outcomes are uninformed and should be summarily disregarded.







Conclusions

Contrary to the allegations made in the Sierra Club’s April 19, 2016 public comment,®
Ameren’s modeling used straightforward modeling approaches that did not result from
“manipulation of modeling inputs.” Selections pertaining to snow cover conform to AERRMOD
modeling options and AECOM'’s considerable professional experience and expertise. At any
rate, sensitivity modeling utilizing daily snow cover variations confirms the model’s projection
of SO2 concentrations below the 2010 SO2 NAAQs.

The results of the model rerun continue to show 2010 SO2 NAAQS attainment for
Labadie even with the conservative AERMOD default options. Pending before EPA is Ameren’s
request to utilize low wind modeling options.” The use of the AERMOD low wind options
provides results that correlate more closely to actual data collected from the monitors than
default modeling options.

Lastly, the Sierra Club misstates the legal standard required by the Clean Air Act in
making designation determinations. Sierra Club would have EPA believe that EPA can ignore
credible evidence demonstrating attainment and designate Labadie as nonattainment based
upon the existence conflicting data. In reality, the exact opposite is true. The Clean Air Act
requires that EPA base its designations upon all “available information.” See 42 US.C. §
7407(d)(1)(iii). Where, as here, there is an absence of information “clearly demonstrating”
nonattainment, EPA itself has acknowledged that it must designate the area as unclassifiable.
See U.S. EPA, Updated Guidance for Area Designations for the 2010 Primary SO2 NAAQS, at 5,
March 20, 2015.

8 Ameren notes that it believes that it is simply improper for EPA to consider substantive
comments filed well-after the public comment deadline established by EPA. In order to accept
such comments, EPA should re-open the public comment period for all stakeholders and refrain
from preferential treatment or consideration of materials before the Agency.

% See April 27, 2016, Letter from Schiff Hardin LLP to Ms. Rebecca Weber, EPA Region 7, re: Site
Specific Demonstration Under Section 3.2 of 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W (Appendix C).
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APPENDIX A
Processing Snow Cover Input for Labadie AERMOD Modeling

One of the data input variables needed for running the AERMOD surface characteristics
processor, AERSURFACEIO, is the snow cover. Whether a surface is covered with snow or not
can affect the nature of the sunlight reflectivity and the allocation of the sunlight energy for
evaporating or melting the snow versus heating the air during daylight hours. A snow surface
also results in a masking of surface obstacles, thereby reducing the surface roughness.

The designers of the AERMOD model determined that it would be too onerous to require a user
to input up to 365 different values for the daily snow cover for each year modeled (amounting
to over 1,800 input values for a 5-year modeling simulation). Instead, the input requirements
were simplified to being on a monthly basis. In certain subsequent applications, some users
even input these values on a seasonal basis that does not vary with year. In general, AECOM’s
experience with snow cover variations indicates very little sensitivity. AECOM has confirmed
with EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) that no specific EPA guidance11
has been issued with respect to snow cover processing.

In preparing its March 2016 modeling demonstration and consistent with its long- standing
practice, AECOM reprocessed all three years (2013-2015) by applying a month-by-month and
year-by-year approach. AECOM notes that lllinois Environmental Protection Agency recently
instructed AECOM to “round up” a partial snow cover month to full coverage, so the
assignments of snow cover for the 2013-2015 period were made to designate full snow cover if
part of the month was snow covered.

The Sierra Club has critiqued the snow cover assignments used in the Ameren modeling
submittal of March 31, 2016. In response, AECOM performed a sensitivity study to augment its
March submittal by assigning the snow cover characteristics on a daily basis. This was done
with the procedure described below, which required some manual steps.

e The closest station to Labadie with daily records of snow cover for the 2013-2015
modeling period is St. Peters 2 SSE, MO. Figure 1 shows the location of this station
(circled in red) relative to Labadie (shown as a red star). The St. Peters station is located
about 28 miles northeast of Labadie.

e Daily snow depth records for St. Peters were obtained from the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), available at http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/cdo-
web/search. The snow depth is plotted in Figure 2 and Table 1 shows the snow depth

1 . . .
0 Documentation is available at

https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/scram/dispersion related.htm#aersurface.

1 E-mail from James Thurman, OAQPS to Robert Paine, AECOM, on April 28, 2016.
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values. The data indicates that in 2013, snow cover was present for at least part of the
month in January, February, March, and December. In 2014, snow was evident during
the same months and also in November. In 2015, snow cover was recorded for January,
February, and March.

This additional approach for daily snow cover was implemented by running the AERSURFACE
with both no snow cover and full snow cover (for months of January, February, March,
November, and December), and then running Stage 3 of AERMET with these surface
parameters in separate runs. The resulting “no snow surface” and “snow surface” files were
then put into an Excel spreadsheet. For each day, the input values were chosen from either
"SURFACE” file based on whether there was/was not snow cover and the appropriate
meteorological data put into a new “daily snow SURFACE” file. This newly created “daily snow
surface” file was used directly in AERMOD. No changes were made to the AERMET profile file.

Changing the snow cover input from a monthly to daily frequency has a comparatively minor
impact on results of the modeling (approximately 10 pg/m?). More importantly, it does not
alter the modeling projections that based on 2013-2015 emissions, SO2 concentrations are
below the 2010 NAAQs SO2 standard. This is true whether AERMOD employs default or beta
modeling options.
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Figure 1 Location of St. Peter Station Relative to Labadie (Red Star)

Copyrighted map removed

Figure 2 Plot of Daily Snow Depth (inches) at St. Peters, MO
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Table 1 Daily Snow Depth (inches) at St. Peters, MO

Date
1/1/2013
1/2/2013
1/3/2013

1/23/2013
2/3/2013
2/4/2013
2/22/2013
2/23/2013
2/24/2013
2/25/2013
2/26/2013
3/1/2013
3/25/2013
3/26/2013
3/27/2013
3/28/2013
12/6/2013
12/7/2013
12/14/2013
12/15/2013
12/16/2013
12/17/2013
12/18/2013
12/19/2013

St Peters snow
depth (in)
1
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Date
1/2/2014
1/3/2014
1/4/2014
1/6/2014
1/7/2014
1/8/2014
1/9/2014

1/10/2014
1/21/2014
1/22/2014
2/5/2014
2/6/2014
2/7/2014
2/8/2014
2/9/2014
2/10/2014
2/11/2014
2/12/2014
2/13/2014
2/14/2014
2/15/2014
2/16/2014
2/17/2014
3/3/2014
3/4/2014
11/16/2014
11/17/2014
11/18/2014
11/19/2014
11/27/2014
12/19/2014

St Peters
snow depth
(in)
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2
2
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Date
1/7/2015
2/5/2015

2/16/2015
2/17/2015
2/18/2015
2/19/2015
2/21/2015
2/27/2015
3/1/2015
3/2/2015
3/3/2015

St Peters
snow depth
(in)

1
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APPENDIX B

FRANKLIN COUNTY EXISTING LAND USE
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APPENDIX C

1 Schiff Hardin LLP
SChlﬁ 233 South Wacker Drive

Hardin Suite 6600

Chicago, IL 60606

T312.258.5500
F 312.258.5600

schiffhardin.com

April 27, 2016 Renee Cipriano
’ 312.258.5720
reipriano@schiffhardin.com

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL
AND EMATL (weber.rebeccaiepa.gov)

Ms. Rebecca Weber
USEPA —Region 7
11201 Renner Boulevard
Mail Code: AWMD
Lenexa, Kansas 66219

Re: Site Specific Demonstration Under Section 3.2 of 40 CER Part 51, Appendix W:
AERMOD 15181: Low Wind Beta Options (LOWWIND# and ADJ U=)

Dear Ms. Weber:

On behalf of Ameren Missouri (Ameren), we write in follow-up to both Ameren's and the
Missouri Department of Natural Resources' (MDNR) prior request to EPA to authorize the use of
AFRMOD version 15181 low wind beta options (LOWWIND3 and ADJ U¥) at Ameren's Labadie
Energy Center to model attainment of the 2010 1-hour SO2 NAAQS. In accordance with Section 3.2 of
40 CFR. Part 51, Appendix W, Ameren has provided all the necessary information to substantiate EPA’s
site-specific approval of the beta options. We respectfully request an update on the status of EPA Region
T's consideration of the site-specific request. and the status of EPA’s Model Clearinghouse's concurrence.
Specifically, please confirm that Region VII has submutted this request and all relevant data to the Model
Clearinghouse for review and timely consideration.

As you may recall. on December 9. 2015, MDNE submitted a request to EPA to consider the use
of LOWWIND3 and ADJ U* at Labadie. On February 16, 2016, EPA issued its proposed nonattainment
designation for Labadie for the 2010 SO2 NAAQS. In its proposal. EPA refused to consider AERMOD's
low wind beta options even though their use demonstrated attainment of the 2010 SO2 NAAQS for
Labadie. In response. on February 24, 2016, Ameren requested an m-person meeting with EPA Region 7
to discuss a Labadie-specific approval for the use of beta options in accordance with Section 3.2 2{b) of
Appendix W. In tumn, on March 7. 2016, EPA Region 7 requested additional information from MDNR 1
order to consider approving the use of low wind beta options for Labadie. On March 24, 2016, following
a conference call with EPA Region 7. Ameren provided responsive information to each of EPA's
mformation and document requests.

Over four weeks have passed and both Ameren Missourn and MDNR continue to await a site-
specific determination from EPA. In the interim, Ameren Missoun continues to collect monitoring data
from the ambient air quality monitors sited around Labadie. Consistent with Ameren's prior data
subnussions, the additional monitoring data continues to confirm that AERMOD modeling using the low
wind beta options correlates more closely to actual air quality monitoring results than AERMOD using
non-site specific and generic default assumption. Ameren will provide EPA updated monitoring data
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Ms. Rebecca Weber
April 27, 2016
Page 2

(quality assured through 1Q 2016) via electronic submission early next week Ameren encloses with this
comrespondence two additional publications from AECOM supporting the use of low wimd beta options.
The first 1s a scientifically peer-reviewed paper published in the Air & Waste Management Association
journal (submutted on October 27, 2015). The second 1s a white paper submutted on March 31, 2016, to
the docket of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circwmt in Sierra Chub v. MeCarthy, No. 15-15894.
Both publications provide additional support for use of AERMOD's low wind beta options, and respond
to certain Sierra Club cntiques of those options.

In sum, Ameren contends that use of AERMOD's low wind beta options has been demonstrated
to have statistically improved performance over that of the regulatory default version of AERMOD for
Labadie. Sufficient scientific peer-review has occurred, and a year of actual monitoring data substantiate
use of low wind cptions at Labadie. Accordingly, consistent with EPA regulations and gmdance, the air
quality modeling results obtamed from the use of low wind beta options are a reliable indicator of
attainment status in the area around Labadie.

Please coatact Steve Whitworth, Senior Director Environmental Policy and Analysis (314 554
4908) as soon as possible to update Ameren on the status of its site-specific request. We look forward to
YOur response.

Smcerely,

Renee Cipriano

RC/dl
Enclosures

cc: Susan B. Knowles — Ameren Services Co.
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APPENDIX D

On behalf of Ameren, AECOM provided EPA with the updated modeling data as a separate
submission concurrent with this letter.
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